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Compliance with Puc 203.09(i)(4)

22. Puc 203.09(i)(4) requires a motion to compel responses to data requests to “certify that the
movant has made a good faith effort to resolve the dispute informally.”

23. The undersigned counsel contacted Liberty’s counsel numerous times by telephone and by e-
mail in an effort to informally resolve the dispute detailed herein.

24. Despite this effort, Staff and Liberty have been unable to resolve the dispute.

Wherefore, Staff respectfully requests the Commission to provide the following relief:

A. Compel Liberty’s responses to Staff 5-15, Staff 5-17, and Staff 5-18 data requests as
propounded; and

B. Grant such other relief as deemed just and equitable.

Respectfully submitted,

WGP
Lynn Fabrizi
Staff Attorney
New Hampshire Public Utilities Commission
21 South Fruit Street, Suite 10
Concord, NH 03301
(603)271-2431
lynn.fabrizio@puc.nh.gov

Attachment



Attachment A

Staff 5-15.  Regarding the Company’s response to Data Request No. Staff Tech 1-7:

a.

Please provide a new case that is the same in every respect as the Alternate Case Prime
Sensitivity, the results of which are presented in Table 2 on page 3 of Attachment Staff Tech
1-7.1 in Docket No. DG 17-152, except that, for the new case, replace the Granite Bridge
Pipeline with a 75,000 Dth/day expansion of the Concord Lateral. For the Concord Lateral
expansion, use the capital costs and indicative rates that the Company received from
Tennessee Gas Pipeline, as discussed on page 64 of the Killeen-Stephens testimony in Docket
No. DG 17-198. Provide all outputs of both SENDOUT and financial model runs for both
cases in live Excel format.

For the Company’s Alternate Case Prime Sensitivity and the new case requested in a), please
provide details of how the capital costs and variable costs of (i) the Granite Bridge Pipeline
and (ii) the Concord Lateral expansion were specified to both SENDOUT and the financial
model.

Staff 5-17.  Per the discussions in the first Technical Session, please provide economic model runs for both the

Granite Bridge Pipeline and LNG facility that use alternative inputs for capital costs, customer
growth, and load growth that:

a. Increases capital costs
i. Using 25% higher capital cost for each project
ii. Using 50% higher capital cost for each project
b. Decreases customer and load growth:
i. Using 50% of the sales and marketing adjustment
ii. Using no sales and marketing adjustment
c. Implements each scenario defined above individually then in combination (eight cases)
i.  25% higher capital cost and Company load growth
il. 50% higher capital cost and Company load growth
iii. 25% higher capital cost and 50% sales and marketing adjustment
iv.  50% higher capital cost and 50% sales and marketing adjustment
v. 25% higher capital cost and no sales and marketing adjustment
vi. 50% higher capital cost and 50% sales and marketing adjustment
vii. Company capital cost and 50% sales and marketing adjustment
viii. Company capital cost and no sales and marketing adjustment
d. Includes

i. Levelized cost in dollars per year
ii. Cost per customer
iii. Cost impact to current customers
iv. Cost per dekatherm

V.
Staff 5-18. Please provide economic model runs for both the Granite Bridge Pipeline and LNG facility that:
a. Delays the LNG facility
i. By 5 years
ii. By 10 years
b. Includes

i. Levelized cost in dollars per year
ii. Cost per customer
iii. Cost impact to current customers
iv. Cost per dekatherm



